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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 13, 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 

indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which r 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 13, 19, the phrase "about" renders the claim indefinite because 
it is unclear whether the limitations following the phrase are part of the claimed 
invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 6, 28, 31, 32, 2, 3, 7, 4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 18, 29, 14, 30, 15, 16, 17, 27, 20, 
21 , are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Yim et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6580727 B1) in view of the Article "Efficient Implementation of Semaphores 
in Controller Area Networks" by Cena et al., Industrial Electronics, IEEE Transactions 
on, Volume 46, Issue 2, April 1999, PP41 7-428. 
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Regarding claims 1 , 6, 28, 31 , 32, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of a system 
for an ADSL access network for providing ADSL provision flow control at a DSLAM 
switch (Fig.1 , column 1 , 40 — 48, 55 - 63), comprising: a network management system 
in communication with an element management system (column 6, lines 7-13) that is 
in communication with the DSLAM switch (column 2, lines 28 - 31 ), the network 
management system including a control algorithm for controlling ADSL provision flow on 
a DSLAM switch by introducing a two level (column 5, lines 60 - 66). wherein the first 
controls a first provision request flow at the element management system level (column 
5, lines 60 - 66) and the second controls a second provision request flow at the DSLAM 
switch level (column 5, lines 60 - 66). Yim et al. does not disclose expressly a 
semaphore including a first semaphore and a second semaphore. The Article by Cena 
et al. discloses the limitation of semaphore including a first semaphore and a second 
semaphore (page 418, Third paragraph, lines 19 - 29). It would have been obvious to 
modify Yim et al. to include a semaphore including a first semaphore and a second 
semaphore such as that taught by the Article (by Cena et al.) in order to provide the 
application designer with a powerful support with which to synchronize the concurrent 
activities and offers a high degree of reliability and efficiency at the same time. 

Regarding claim 2, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of the system according to 
claimed further comprising the element management system in communication with the 
DSLAM switch (column 2, lines 28-31; column 9, lines 33 - 37). 
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Regarding claims 3, 7, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of the system according 
to claimed further comprising at least one of the following: a plurality of DSLAM 
switches in communication with the element management system (column 5, lines 1 - 
4; column 9, lines 59 - 66). Yim et al. does not disclose expressly a semaphore count 
register in communication with the control algorithm. The Article by Cena et al. discloses 
the limitation of a semaphore count register in communication with the control algorithm 
(page 420, third paragraph, lines 18-22; page 421 -422, Fig. 3, third paragraph, lines 
19 - 29). It would have been obvious to modify Yim et al. to include a semaphore count 
register in communication with the control algorithm such as that taught by the Article 
(by Cena et al.) in order to provide the application designer with a powerful support with 
which to synchronize the concurrent activities and offers a high degree of reliability and 
efficiency at the same time. 

Regarding claim 4, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of the system according to 
claimed further comprising a first object defined by the network management system for 
representing that a GUI operator is requesting activity on the DSLAM switch (column 
11, lines 26 -29). 

Regarding claim 8, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of the system according to 
claim 6, further comprising a plurality of means for multiplexing an ADSL subscriber line 
in communication with the means for managing an ADSL access network element (Fig. 
2, elements 22, column 5, lines 8-12). 
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Regarding claim 9, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of the system according to 
claimed wherein the system includes the means for managing the ADSL access 
network further comprising a first object whose attribute is defined by the means for 
managing the ADSL access network for representing that a GUI operator is requesting 
activity on the means for multiplexing the ADSL subscriber line (column 9, lines 37 - 46; 
column 10, lines 48 - 50; column 1 1 , lines 26 - 29). 

Regarding claim 11, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of a method of providing 
ADSL provision flow control at a DSLAM switch, comprising: sending a provision 
request from a network management system to a DSLAM switch (column 9, lines 33 - 
37; column 10, lines 10-16; lines 48 - 50); determining whether a DSLAM level 
semaphore is available at the DSLAM switch (column 1 1 , lines 29 - 36); determining 
whether an element management system level semaphore is available (column 11, 
lines 48 - 54); and connecting the network management system to the DSLAM switch 
(column 12, lines 7-18). 

Regarding claims 12, 18, 29, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of the method 
according to claimed further comprising delaying when the DSLAM level semaphore is 
not available (column 1 1 , lines 7^19). 

Regarding claims 14, 30, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of the method 
according to claimed further comprising determining whether a connection is being 
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configured on a corresponding DSLAM switch when the DSLAM level semaphore is 
available at the DSLAM switch (column 1 1 , lines 26 - 36; column 12, lines 55 - 63). 

Regarding claim 15, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of a method of providing 
ADSL provision flow control at a DSLAM switch, comprising: sending a provision 
request from a network management system to a DSLAM switch (column 9, lines 33 - 
37; column 10, lines 10-16; lines 48 - 50); Yim et al. does not disclose expressly the 
method according to claimed further comprising locking the level semaphore to the 
switch when a connection is being configured on the DSLAM. The Article by Cena et al. 
discloses the limitation of the method according to claimed further comprising locking 
the level semaphore to the switch when a connection is being configured on the DSLAM 
(page 420, first column, first paragraph, lines 1-16). It would have been obvious to 
modify Yim et al. to include the method according to claimed further comprising locking 
the DSLAM level semaphore to the DSLAM switch when a connection is being 
configured on the DSLAM such as that taught by the Article (by Cena et al.) in order to 
provide the application designer with a powerful support with which to synchronize the 
concurrent activities and offers a high degree of reliability and efficiency at the same 
time. 

Regarding claim 16, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of the method according 
to claimed further comprising blocking other connection requests on the DSLAM switch 
when a connection request is being configured on the DSLAM switch (column 9, lines 
33-42). 
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Regarding to claims17, 27, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of a method of 
providing ADSL provision flow control at a DSLAM switch, comprising: sending a 
provision request from a network management system to a DSLAM switch (column 9, 
lines 33 - 37; column 10, lines 10-16; lines 48 - 50); Yim et al. does not disclose 
expressly the method according to claimed further comprising releasing the level 
semaphore when the element management system semaphore is not available. The 
Article by Cena et al. discloses the limitation of the method according to claimed further 
comprising releasing the level semaphore when the element management system 
semaphore is not available (page 421 , Fig. 3, second column, lines 10 - 27). It would 
have been obvious to modify Yim et al. to include the method according to claimed 
further comprising releasing the level semaphore when the element management 
system semaphore is not available such as that taught by the Article (by Cena et al.) in 
order to provide the application designer with a powerful support with which to 
synchronize the concurrent activities and offers a high degree of reliability and efficiency 
at the same time. 

Regarding claim 20, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of a method of providing 
ADSL provision flow control at a DSLAM switch, comprising: determining whether a 
provision request for a DSLAM switch was issued by a GUI operator (column 10, lines 
35 - 37, lines 48 - 50); and resetting an attribute associated with the provision request 
made by the GUI operator (column 12, lines 40 - 46). 



Application/Control Number: 09/943,956 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2664 

Regarding claim 21, Yim et al. discloses the limitation of a method according to 
claimed wherein resetting an attribute comprises resetting an object associated with the 
provision request made by the GUI operator (column 10, lines 35 - 37, lines 48 - 50; 
column 1 2, lines 40 - 46). 

5. Claims 5, 10, 23, 25, 26, 13, 19, 22, 24, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Yim et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6580727 B1) and the Article 
"Efficient Implementation of Semaphores in Controller Area Networks" by Cena et al., 
Industrial Electronics, IEEE Transactions on, Volume 46, Issue 2, April 1999, PP417- 
428 as applied to claims 1, 6, 28, 31, 32, 2, 3, 7, 4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 18, 29, 14, 30, 15, 16, 
17, 27, 20, 21above, and further in view of Tang et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6885672 B1). 

Regarding claims 5, 10, 23, 25, 26, both Yim et al. and the Article by Cena et al. 
do not disclose expressly the system according to claimed further comprising a second 
object defined by the network management system for representing that a batch 
process is requesting activity on the DSLAM switch. Tang et al. discloses the limitation 
of the system according to claimed further comprising a second object defined by the 
network management system for representing that a batch process is requesting activity 
on the DSLAM switch (column 1 , lines 42 - 45). It would have been obvious to modify 
both Yim et al. and the Article by Cena et al. to include a system according to claimed 
further comprising a second object defined by the network management system for 
representing that a batch process is requesting activity on the DSLAM switch such as 
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that taught by Tang et al. in order to provide a system and method for provisioning 
virtual circuit orders on a telecommunications network. 

Regarding claims 13, 19, both Yim et al. and the Article by Cena et al. do not 
disclose expressly the method according to claimed wherein delaying comprises 
delaying for about 10-15 seconds, and the delaying is different between a GUI order 
and a batch order. Tang et al. discloses the limitation of the method according to 
claimed wherein delaying comprises delaying for about 10-15 seconds, and the 
delaying is different between a GUI order and a batch order (column 4, lines 1 - 4). It 
would have been obvious to modify both Yim et al. and the Article by Cena et al. to 
include a the method according to claimed wherein delaying comprises delaying for 
about 10-15 seconds, and the delaying is different between a GUI order and a batch 
order such as that taught by Tang et al. in order to provide a system and method for 
provisioning virtual circuit orders on a telecommunications network. 

Regarding claims 22, 24, both Yim et al. and the Article by Cena et al. do 
not disclose expressly the method according to claimed wherein determining whether a 
provision request was issued by a GUI operator comprises determining whether a GUI 
request flag is set. Tang et al. discloses the limitation of the method according to 
claimed wherein determining whether a provision request was issued by a GUI operator 
comprises determining whether a GUI request flag is set (column 4, lines 49 - 51). It 
would have been obvious to modify both Yim et al. and the Article by Cena et al. to 
include a of the method according to claimed wherein determining whether a provision 
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request was issued by a GUI operator comprises determining whether a GUI request 
flag is set such as that taught by Tang et al. in order to provide a system and method for 
provisioning virtual circuit orders on a telecommunications network. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew C. Lee whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3131 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30am - 
5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wellington Chin can be reached on (571) 272-3134. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

AptPatel 
PrimtryEx*mtn»r 

ACL AU::2664 May 12, 2005 



